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Drawing on interview data from a study of one School Sport Partnership (SSP) in north-west England, this paper examines (from the perspective of teachers): (1) some of the ways in which the SSP programme facilitated the increasing use of sports coaches to deliver aspects of physical education (PE) in state primary schools in England and (2) how coaches were accommodated within existing curricular arrangements. The use of coaches was found to be widespread and normalized, especially in extra-curricular PE which was often a coach-only zone. In some schools, coaches delivered all aspects of PE provision without the presence of teachers regardless of when the subject was delivered, and in other schools teachers were present but often acted in a supervisory capacity. This raised questions about the degree to which teachers were meaningfully involved in the planning and delivery of sessions and whether the use of coaches was likely to enhance teachers’ confidence in, and specialist knowledge of, PE. Grounded in discussions of the differences between teaching and coaching pupils, teachers felt that coaches made a valuable contribution to the delivery of individual sports but often experienced particular difficulty in controlling pupil behaviour and classroom management, and that their lack of knowledge about pupils limited learning. It is concluded that it is only possible to adequately understand the trend towards using sports coaches and other non-specialists in PE by locating them within the context of broader social processes, especially the globalization of education policy and practices supported by shifts towards the privatization and marketization of education and other public sector reforms occurring in neo-liberal economies.







The trend towards the increasing use of non-specialist teachers such as sports coaches1 to aid the delivery of curricular and extra-curricular physical education (PE) to state school2 pupils in many countries is not new (Green, ; Kirk, ). In England, which provided the context for the present study, it is part of a longer term process the roots of which can be traced back to the 1980s in particular, a period which was characterized by growing state intervention in education policy, the introduction of the Education Reform Act (in 1988), intense lobbying and disputes over the content and delivery of the National Curriculum for Physical Education (NCPE) and highly politicized debates surrounding the alleged relationship between PE and elite sport (Hoye, Nicholson, & Houlihan, ; Kirk, , ). The growth of external agencies (e.g. national governing bodies [NGBs] of sport) and personnel (e.g. coaches) involved in the delivery of PE was further encouraged throughout the 1990s by, inter alia, the appointment of John Major as Prime Minister, successive revisions of the NCPE, the establishment of the (Youth Sport Trust [YST]) Sport Trust and the publication of Sport: Raising the Game (Depart-ment of National Heritage [DNH], ) as the state’s influence over PE increased. More particularly, as Hoye et al. (, p. 106) have noted, the mid-1990s marked a:

watershed in the involvement of government in school sport and PE. However, this was not because of its influence over the design and implementation of the NCPE, but paradoxically because it marked the time government began to move away from attempts to shape the curriculum and concentrated its resources on creating an extra-curricular programme of sport that would be located beyond the influence of the PE profession.

In this regard, the Major government sought to complement its reliance on legislation (e.g. NCPE) and inspection of schools (by the Office for Standards in Education [Ofsted]) with a range of regulatory instruments intended to help exert greater intervention and regulation over physical education and school sport (PESS) (Hoye et al., ). These instruments were often based on financial incentives, including the implementation of Specialist Sports Colleges (SSCs), which were secondary schools located in communities of greatest need and given additional resources to act as centres of innovation in teaching PE and which had an explicit focus on elite sport. Another significant form of indirect regulation that emerged in this period included the introduction of Sportsmark (in secondary schools) and Activemark (in primary schools), both of which became perceived as politically important indicators of the ‘success’ of schools in relation to PESS provision (especially the time allocated to teaching the subject) (Flintoff, Foster, & Wystaw-noha, ; Hoye et al., ; Smith & Leech, ).

As the political salience of PESS steadily increased following the election of the former Labour administration in 1997 (Houlihan & Green, ), a series of policy pronouncements resulted in primary and secondary schools in England being increasingly constrained to make use of non-specialist teachers, or Adults Other Than Teachers as they are also known, to help deliver the government’s educational and broader social policy goals. In relation to PESS, A Sporting Future for All (Department of Culture, Media and Sport [DCMS], ) outlined the Labour government’s concern with extending the range of sporting opportunities available to young people in curricular and especially extra-curricular PE, increasing to 110 the number of SSCs, the appointment of 600 School Sport Coordinators (SSCos), and the enhancement of school links with community sports clubs. These policy commitments were further strengthened in 2003 in the PE, School Sport and Club Links (later re-titled PE, School Sport and Young People [PESSYP]) strategy, which formed part of the cross-departmental publication Learning through PE and Sport (Department for Education & Skills/Department for Culture, Media & Sport [DfES/ DCMS], ) in which it was announced that School Sport Partnerships (SSPs) were to be introduced to help achieve a range of policy outcomes. These included the enhancement of young people’s participation in sport (especially competitive team sport) through teacher-led curricular PE programmes, as well as extra-curricular PE which was increasingly identified as being the responsibility not only of PE teachers, but also of other specialists including sports coaches (DfES/DCMS, ; Flintoff et al., ; Hoye et al., ).


The trend towards the provision of more competitive sport by coaches and other specialists was strengthened further by the decision taken by the Coalition government – elected in May 2010 – to replace the heavily funded national SSP programme with a more modestly funded School Games initiative focused on the most talented young sportspeople (see Flintoff et al., ). For reasons explained below, the removal of the SSP structure is thought to have had a particularly profound impact on the delivery of PESS in primary schools where sports coaches, in particular, are now increasingly central to the provision of extra-curricular PE. The publication in 2012 of Creating a Sporting Habit for Life (DCMS, ) provided further unambiguous evidence that the provision of competitive sport (especially team games) by coaches is now expected to be an even more distinctive feature of contemporary PE provision. In particular, the Coalition government claimed that there was a need to improve links between school and local communities, and particularly between schools and community sports clubs, as part of a more general process in which the boundaries between PE, school sport and youth sport are becoming increasingly blurred:

We want to ensure that there are as many opportunities as possible for young people to play sport both inside and outside of school. To do this we will strengthen the relationship between clubs and schools, further education colleges and universities – creating a new network of school and community club links – involving every school and a wide range of sports which are most attractive to young people across the country. (DCMS, , p. 7)

That NGBs and sports coaches are now increasingly constrained by government and organizations such as Sport England to play a central role in enhancing levels of participation, and engagement in a wider range of sports, was bolstered further by the announcement that a network of satellite clubs were to be introduced on school sites. It was suggested that:

NGBs, together with local partners, will create a new satellite club on a school setting, linked to an existing community ‘hub’ club, and run by coaches and volunteers from that hub club. By being located on a school site, the satellite club is within easy reach of young people, but is distinct from school PE as it is run by community volunteers. Participants in the satellite club are taken to the hub club and in this way make the transition into the community setting. (DCMS, , p. 7)





Primary school PE and sports coaches

The use by state schools of sports coaches to deliver PE in England has been particularly pronounced in primary schools where, historically, PE has been perceived as less important than other school subjects and regarded as a context in which pupils’ experiences are often impacted negatively by the quality of provision. In addition, generalist class teachers have usually delivered PE despite claims that many of them lack sufficient specialist expertise and confidence to do so (e.g. Flintoff et al., ; Garrett & Wrench, ; Kirk, ; Morgan & Bourke, ; Office for Standards in Education [Ofsted], ), while a lack of appropriate initial teacher training in PE (e.g. Harris, Cale, & Musson, ; Ward, ) and few opportunities for undertaking continuing professional development (CPD) (e.g. Armour & Duncombe, ; Blair & Capel, , ; Harris et al., ), are among the other status concerns which have been routinely expressed about primary school PE.

In the light of these concerns, one goal of the former PESSYP strategy was that SSCos (secondary school PE specialists) would work with an identified Primary Link Teacher (PLT) who was to be released from teaching for 12 days per year, and who was responsible for raising standards of teaching and improving the quantity and quality of PE and sport provision in their own primary school. The emphasis placed on using secondary PE specialists to help enhance the provision and delivery of PE in primary schools was accompanied by an ‘emerging community of degree-qualified sports coaches’ (Kirk, , p. 128) used to deliver lessons in NCPE and particularly extra-curricular PE. These coaches added to the large number of sub-degree-qualified coaches ‘already working on a part-time basis in many primary schools in England, typically employed to provide short introductory units in specific … sports’ (Kirk, , p. 128). Many of these coaches are said to be football coaches (Sports Coach UK, ), though the emergence of the multi-sport, multi-skill coach was regarded as being especially beneficial for the provision of PE and sport in primary schools (Lyle & Dowens, ). This was because of the positive impact coaches were thought to have on, among other benefits, raising pupils’ levels of participation and engagement in a wider range of activities (including non-traditional activities and multi-skills clubs) (Ofsted, , ).

In addition to the presumed benefits sports coaches have for the practical delivery of PE in primary schools, their involvement in curricular lesson time has often been used to cover teachers’ planning, preparation and assessment (PPA) time. As part of the British government’s 2003 Workforce Remodelling Act, PPA time was introduced in every school from September 2005 to enable teachers to spend at least 10% of their normal timetabled teaching time away from pupils to assess their work and plan and prepare resources for lessons (Department of Education & Skills [DfES], ). In this regard, it has been claimed that the employment by Head Teachers of a willing industry of coaches who are considered relatively cheap, are willing to work in schools, and are regarded as specialists in sport, has enabled primary schools to better manage the constraints associated with several other educational processes. These processes have included: rising class sizes; increased emphasis on standards in literacy and numeracy; local management of budgets; and the inclusion of PE in an already crowded and pressured curriculum timetable (Blair & Capel, , ; Griggs, ; Rainer, Cropley, Jarvis, & Griffiths, ).


The increasing use of sports coaches in primary school PE has not, however, been an unalloyed blessing, for particular concern has been expressed about: the extent to which coaches, as sports specialists, lack appropriate teaching qualifications; coaches’ prioritization of sporting objectives over educational goals associated with the process of teaching and pupil learning; coaches’ class management skills (Blair & Capel, ; Griggs, ); and the degree to which removing responsibility for teaching PE from the class teacher means they are becoming progressively de-skilled in PE (Keay & Spence, ). These concerns have been summarized by Blair and Capel (, p. 176) who argue that:

Coaches who have learnt to coach through NGB awards and through their own experiences are unlikely to have the background, experience or knowledge, skill and understanding in relation to working within the NCPE. Formal coach education courses do not adequately prepare coaches for working with pupils in the NCPE (in terms of content) or delivering extra-curricular provision … or indeed for working with young people inside and outside of school in terms of pedagogy and reflective practice.





The research reported in this paper is based on semi-structured interviews conducted with 14 members of one former SSP in north-west England between June and July 2008 (see Smith & Leech, ). The sample of interviewees included: 1 Partnership Development Manager (PDM) (male), 3 SSCos (one male and two females) and 10 PLTs (one male and nine females) (). The participants were aged 35–56 years old and at the time of interview had occupied their position within the partnership for 3–6 years. The PDM and SSCos were recruited from five of the eight secondary schools within the partnership (one SSCo worked in two separate secondary schools) and the sample of PLTs were drawn from the 55 primary and special schools in the cluster. Accordingly, more females than males were interviewed, particularly among the sample of PLTs, which is not unsurprising since the position of PLT is one that has traditionally been occupied by females in the primary education sector in England.

INSERT TABLE 1 HERE

Interviews lasted for between 45 and 80 minutes, took place in a quiet school classroom or office of the participants and were audio tape-recorded with the participants’ written and oral consent having being informed of the nature and

purposes of the research. Among other things, the interviewees were asked to discuss their views and experiences of delivering the government’s desired policy goals through SSPs in England, the extent to which they worked with external partners and agencies (such as sports coaches) to deliver curricular and extra-curricular PE, their working relationships with non-PE specialists, matters concerning their professional status and the changing political and policy climate as these relate to PE. All participants were given a verbal and written guarantee that neither they, nor the school for which they worked, would be identified in any published material resulting from the research. Each interviewee was invited to retain one of the two tape-recordings of the interviews and asked to modify the transcripts should they wish to do so. None of them requested this.






Coaches delivering curricular PE lessons in primary schools: ‘the PE of the future’?

As previous studies have indicated (Blair & Capel, , ; Griggs, ), specialist sports coaches were regularly employed by Head Teachers of primary schools within the SSP to help them generate PPA time for teachers. In all schools represented in this study, PE was the subject in which Head Teachers sought to provide PPA time. In this regard, the interviewees’ comments certainly suggested that, at least in their family of schools, the use of coaches was widespread and normalized (Green, ). In some schools, this meant specialist coaches delivered all aspects of PE provision without the presence of teachers regardless of when the subject was delivered. One of the SSCos, for example, suggested that the use of external, hourly paid, specialist coaches might represent the ‘PE of the future’, especially if the tendency to use the subject as a means of creating PPA time continued:

SSCo2: PE in some primary schools is being run by coaches because of Heads seeing it as an ideal way to create PPA time for their staff … If you did an analysis of all the schools I think you’d be gob-smacked at how many schools now have specialist coaches working in there … We’d (the Partnership) bring you (a coach) in to do the football … basketball … gymnastics … dance … I actually question whether that would be the PE of the future: PE departments will have a male Head of PE, a female Head of PE, or one Head of PE and we’ll buy-in coaches.

In some schools, teachers were present when coaches led sessions during curriculum time, but they often acted in a supervisory capacity rather than playing a direct role in the delivery of activities to pupils. Commenting on the supporting role teachers in their school undertook alongside a coach recruited from a local private company, one PLT said:

PLT4: We went from using a company who sent in different coaches to cover our PPA time to this year having one guy who gives all our PPA cover… We employ a PE specialist who’s a coach … he tends to do all the classes … and all of the other teachers help deliver half … I do an overall plan and it’s negotiated between the teacher and the coach as to who does what so there is a balance … the teacher will just be there supervising.
The tendency for coaches to ‘drop-in’ to schools to deliver lessons on behalf of, or alongside, primary school staff raises questions about whether teachers were meaning-fully involved in the planning and delivery of sessions and whether the use of coaches would enhance teachers’ confidence in, and specialist knowledge of, PE, which was a key objective of the SSP programme (DfES/DCMS, ). It is also a moot point whether the recruitment of coaches to deliver PE, as part of a more general process involving the ‘“remodelling” or the “disciplining” and “flexibilisation” of the teaching profession’ (Ball, , p. 167), is likely to contribute to sustainable improvements in standards of teaching (Flintoff et al., ), and whether it contributed to the de-skilling of generalist primary school teachers (Keay & Spence, ).

As in other studies (e.g. Loughborough Partnership, ; Ofsted, , ; Ward, ), however, the perceived expertise coaches brought to schools was considered by teachers as having a positive impact on the number of opportunities available to pupils to participate in a wider range of activities than before the SSP programme was introduced. As one PLT noted, these activities incorporated a blend of more traditional competitive sports (such as football and cricket, especially for boys) and modified short versions of games (including tag-rugby for both sexes) for younger pupils, alongside less traditional activities (such as break-dancing for boys and cheerleading for girls) intended to promote participation among older pupils:

PLT9: We do a mixture (of activity in curriculum and extra-curricular time). Some are classed as after school clubs … and we’ve had football, cricket, tag-rugby, extra swimming, multi-skills for the lower school (in PE lessons), and in upper school … basketball, break-dancing, and we also tried cheerleading.

A similar view was expressed by another PLT from a different school who explained that the coaches with whom they worked also contributed positively to the range of activity available to pupils, but this optimism was tempered by the view that coaches were replacing something which they themselves valued: teaching sport (rather, it should be noted, than PE). The teacher said:

PLT5: We’ve had all sorts of people (coaches) in over the years. Dance, cricket … multi-skills. Everything that has been available to use we’ve taken it and given the children … its opportunities that they have never had … (but) I am a teacher and I like to teach sport. I don’t want someone coming in – I know a lot of schools have people coming in and their planning time is taken by other people – I would be absolutely gutted if someone came in and took that away from me, something which I have always enjoyed.

Although much of the available literature has pointed to the ways in which many generalist primary school teachers are thought to have little confidence in teaching PE (Flintoff et al., ; Garrett & Wrench, ; Kirk, ; Ofsted, ), for those teachers who valued and had positive experiences of sport the presence of coaches was not entirely welcome (Morgan & Bourke, ). On the one hand, the entrance of a willing community of coaches into the primary sector appeared to enable management staff and, in particular, front-line teachers to manage some of the constraints imposed upon them from central government. The constraints were often derived from the almost persistent use of largely quantitative ‘indicators, benchmarks and targets to drive reform’ (Ball, , p. 134) in opportunities for participation, and especially in the time devoted to PE in the curriculum (Flintoff et al., ; Smith & Leech, ). On the other hand, might it be that the shift towards increasing numbers of externally contracted coaches represent a threat, whether real and/or imagined, to the professional identities and status of generalist teachers, and particularly so for those with an interest in sport (if not PE)? And to what extent does the ‘introduction of new kinds of workers’ (Ball, , p. 161)— such as coaches—into schools impact on the quality of young people’s experiences (Flintoff et al., ) within the changing landscape of primary PE? Some of these issues are examined next.

‘There’s a big difference between coaching and teaching’: professional tensions

A more or less enduring and underlying theme of the interviewees’ comments in this study was the diverse, often contradictory, pressures generated by the networks and contexts in which teachers found themselves as part of the SSP programme. These relational constraints led teachers to describe their professional relationships with coaches in a variety of ways and often when they juxtaposed the differences—as they saw them—between teaching and coaching pupils. Reflecting upon their experiences of working with coaches, one teacher said:

PLT3 (emphases in the original): It’s (provision of PE) increased because we’ve got more coaches coming which helps a lot … (but) the coaches we’ve had here, I’ve known them before they came in … I only have certain ones coming because I know some in the past haven’t been all that good … There’s a big difference between coaching and teaching … they might be excellent coaches of sports but not very good teachers and in primary school you need a teacher to teach PE really.

Another teacher also commented that despite the expertise and specialist knowledge coaches have of individual sports such as football, this does not translate straightforwardly and unproblematically into effective teaching practice in NCPE:

SSCo2: My concern is that you’re a football specialist but know very little about other activities and unless you become knowledgeable about the National Curriculum you’ll actually deliver a fantastic programme of football, but the rest of it will depend upon how quickly you can pick up those other skills and techniques (of teaching).

As well as lacking the required knowledge of teaching skills and techniques, an additional problem that teachers recalled of coaches working during curriculum time was the perceived inability of some of those coaches to control pupils’ behaviour and to develop effective methods of classroom management (Blair & Capel, , ; Griggs, ). These difficulties were brought out particularly clearly in the comments of one teacher who claimed to ‘intervene’ in lessons delivered by coaches to ‘control’ pupils’ behaviour:

PLT10: The problem with the (coaching) agencies is that not all people that come, even though they are specialists in their own field … aren’t great with the control (of pupils’ behaviour) and during curriculum time we are quite particular about the children behaving… A lot of them have been good … but then there’s some that I’ve had to intervene all the time … I’m ending up basically controlling the kids.

Teachers’ concern with managing behaviour was also discussed in relation to the close relationships they claimed to have developed with pupils and the importance they attached to ‘knowing the children’. Coaches, in contrast, were not always considered to possess this valued knowledge and, as the following extract indicates, this led some teachers to request that coaches liaised with teaching staff to familiarize themselves (albeit briefly) with the needs of pupils whom they are being asked to teach before delivering lessons:

PLT6: Coaches are brought in but we have support staff and teachers involved as well … They’ve had some training but that’s why it is imperative that we have staff that know the children basically … What I tend to do is bring the coach in, let them sit down within the group so that they get to know the levels at which the kids function and what they are able to understand, before they start saying ‘Do this, do that’.

Taken together, these comments about the appropriateness of some coaches’ pedagogy and relations with pupils echoed Flintoff’s et al.’s (, p. 346) suggestion that ‘Sports coaches have in-depth, specialist knowledge of how to develop performance in their activity, but may have little experience of adapting this for, or working with, young children’. Accordingly, although many sports coaches are often regarded as possessing more specialist subject knowledge than generalist primary teachers, it has been argued that employing coaches ‘to work with primary teachers to develop good practice risks the imposition of an inappropriate pedagogy for younger children’ (Flintoff et al., , p. 346) if this process is not managed appropriately.


Notwithstanding the concerns some teachers had about the ability of coaches to deliver effectively the PE lessons for which they were responsible, and the impact this might have on pupils’ experiences, they were nevertheless constrained to work with coaches given the funding that had been made available by the SSP to facilitate support in schools. One teacher described the situation thus:

PLT1: I think that you have to be careful … there’s a company that’s got £10,000 from the awards (from the SSP) … and they’re volunteering to do 10 weeks free or something … I’m a bit reluctant for them to come in and take over … but what do I do? They come in, in curriculum time … to help the non-specialists.

The additional funding made available as a result of the SSP programme to support the delivery of lessons by representatives of commercial companies, as in the above example, is of course by no means unique to England, for the outsourcing of PE work is also widespread elsewhere in the UK (e.g. Rainer et al., ) and in many other countries, including Australia (e.g. Williams, Hay, & Macdonald, ). Nor is it unique to educational policy and practice more generally in England, as the work of Ball (, ) so convincingly demonstrates. At the risk of some considerable over-simplification, the recruitment by schools of external coaches is just one response schools are making to the conflicting pressures generated by the expanding global networks of which they are a part, and in which neo-liberal ideologies and practices (economic, cultural and political) increasingly dominate thinking about the delivery of education and other public services (Ball, , ; Williams et al., ). One aspect of this process includes the ‘deregulation of the work of teaching to allow “non-teaching” staff to undertake classroom activities’ (Ball, , p. 167) which has facilitated the trend towards the use by schools of various external suppliers, including commercial and non-commercial coaches. While prominent in the delivery of curriculum lessons, as the next section indicates, this is a process that was especially evident in the practice of extra-extra-curricular PE in the schools included in this study.

Sports coaches and the delivery of extra-curricular PE

We noted earlier that the use of specialist coaches to deliver aspects of extra-curricular PE has been common for at least 30 years in England and is now widespread, including in primary schools where teachers are constrained to manage increasing workloads, rising class sizes and increased emphasis on standards in literacy and numeracy in lesson time (Blair & Capel, , ; Griggs, ; Rainer et al., ). The emphasis placed on pupil performance in subjects other than PE, and the additional managerial responsibilities of some teachers, were also cited as key reasons why schools in the SSP in this study routinely used coaches to deliver extra-curricular PE. When asked to describe the nature of this provision across the partnership, the PDM replied:

Your extra-curricular delivery and your out of school community links is even more sports development, it’s more community sports coaches delivering rather than teachers delivering because of time constraints put on teachers in other subject areas and management areas. So we find it difficult to get teachers to deliver out of schools clubs because of their constraints … we are focusing on volunteers from clubs coming in or paid coaches.

Like many teachers in secondary schools, when coaches engaged in extra-curricular PE (sometimes with SSCos) they were invariably expected, and indeed wanted, to focus on the delivery of individual and specialized sports. When asked to describe the pattern of content, organization and delivery of extra-curricular PE and the philosophy of the SSP towards its provision in primary schools, one SSCo made it clear that the teaching and learning of individual sports were the priority and justified on the basis of elite sport policy goals:

SSCo2 (emphases in original): We’re School Sports Coordinators aren’t we? We’re not School PE Coordinators and I think that’s what it is: we’re focusing in on sport now … We’ve got to start winning gold medals at Olympic Games, we’ve got to start winning World Cups in cricket, and we’ve got to start getting to World Cups in football.

Although the delivery of sport was a key priority for the partnership, another SSCo explained that a related aspiration of extra-curricular provision was the enhancement of participation among all young people rather than those deemed ‘good’ or most talented. In addition to more traditional sports such as football, netball and cricket, ultimate frisbee and fencing were among the other activities delivered by external coaches to help increase participation:

SSCo3: Encouraging every single kid to participate is a goal because historically only the good ones, the best kids, used to have a go at all the stuff (in extra-curricular PE) and get to go on all the trips while the not so good one’s stayed at home … So recently … we’ve (teachers and coaches) taught them how to play ultimate frisbee … we’ve organized lots of swimming galas … we’re doing fencing now in quite a lot of primary schools too.

Not surprisingly, given the prevailing policy context and emphasis of the PESSYP strategy that existed at the time, coaches were also invariably recruited with a remit of helping schools enhance links with local communities, and especially local sports clubs. As one teacher put it:

PLT8: We’ve got more now (coaches and clubs). We’ve got street dance, football, we’ve had tag-rugby, multi-skills … We will get links to the clubs in the community… the Partnership … help us with that.





The objective of this paper has been to examine some of the ways in which the SSP programme facilitated the increasing use of sports coaches to deliver aspects of PE in state primary schools in England and how, according to teachers, coaches were accommodated within existing curricular arrangements. It has been argued that it is only possible to adequately understand the trend towards using sports coaches and other non-specialists in PE by locating them within the context of broader social processes, especially—but by no means exclusively—the globalization of education policy and practices supported by shifts towards the privatization and marketization of education and other public sector reforms occurring in neo-liberal economies (Ball, , ). The use of coaches is additionally part of a broader hybridization of usually commercially led, highly commodified and increasingly privatized, education services which make it difficult to determine the degree to which the use of coaches are differentially distributed throughout the sector within, and beyond, nation-states such as England. It is equally unclear—because of an absence of systematic empirical research evidence (Evans & Davies, )—how the use by schools of external coaches in the state sector impact on pupils’ experiences and life chances inside and outside of education. It might be hypothesized, however, that as part of a free market of education dominated by neo-liberal ideologies of individual choice, consumerism, the responsibilization of people and their behaviours, and quest for self-advancement at the expense of others, coaches (and teachers) find themselves locked increasingly into privatized models of PE provision. In this regard, the expansion of more privatized forms of PE curricular delivery might serve as a smokescreen for curricular practices that exacerbate already widening social inequalities (e.g. in experiences of PE, levels of sport participation) generated by the existence of socially configured hierarchies that disproportionately advantage the already better-off (Ball, , ; Evans & Davies, ). As Evans and Davies (, p 773) have noted, one consequence of these complex, multi-player and multi-layered social processes associated with the neo-liberal project is the degree to which some parents are able and want to seek out appropriate schools and other important (symbolically, culturally, socially, economically) forms of ‘private PE’ to advantage their offspring. They describe the process thus:

Given this climate, it is not at all surprising that increasingly parents seek, but only some are able to secure, physical educational opportunities for their children through a mix of state and private institutions. And given that parents seek out such opportunities to maintain social advantages for their children, so too a new generation of specialist childhood PE/sport advisers and services have come into play and thrive on the commercial exploitation of their anxieties. (Evans & Davies, , p. 773)











1.	It is recognized that ‘sports coaches’ are not a homogenous group and being labelled as such

conceals the important similarities and differences between them and the diverse providers for whom they work. For ease of presentation, however, the terms ‘sports coaches’ or ‘coaches’ will be used throughout this paper.
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Table 1. Key characteristics of the interviewees.


Interviewee/position in			Time employed in current
partnership	Gender	Age (years)	position (years)
			
PDM	Male	35	3
SSCo1	Female	44	4
SSCo2	Male	54	6
SSCo3	Female	56	6
PLT1	Female	36	3
PLT2	Female	44	4
PLT3	Female	56	5
PLT4	Female	36	3
PLT5	Female	47	5
PLT6	Female	51	6
PLT7	Male	55	5
PLT8	Female	53	6
PLT9	Female	54	3
PLT10	Female	40	6
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